DOCCUMERT RESOME

ED 157 875 SP 012 828

AUTHOR Duquin, Mary E.

TITLE Partner Choice in Cooperative and Competitive Sport
Settings. )

PUB DATF 78

NOTE . ip,

BEDRS PRICE NF~-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Ability Grouping; Achievement Need; *Athletes;

*Competition; Complexity Level; Group Dynamics; *High
School Students; Interactiorn Process Analysis;
Performance Factors; Physical Education; Secondary
Education; *Self Concept; *Sex Différences; Studernt
2bility; *Student Attitudes; Student Grouping

ABSTRACT - :

The results of this research have relevance for sport
educators who are integrating sport classes and who are concerned
vith the interpersonal interactions of boys and girls playing
together. The author hypothesized that males and females would prefer
to interact in a sport setting witk members of their owr sex and
ability level. The results of an znalysis of variance indicated that:
(1) males generally preferred to interact with males; (2) females'did
not generally tend to differentiate on the basis of sex; (3) low
ability subjects were equally willing to interact with low or average
ability others; and (4) average ability males were equally willing to
play with average Qr above average players while average ability
females preferred td-imteract with similar othe=-s. (Auathor/JD)

Ktk Rk R Ak ok R RN ok ok ok ok ke ok ek ok ok ROk ok ok ok ok ok ke okl ke ko sk R b R Rk Kok Rk

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
* from the original document.

*
*

L R A R R Rt It P IR Y

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




L] . %,
[] ' i
1 e
(T -
N~ ulf/L 't
B T ¢
w - 1y ::“’270
N~ ty
wnm
—i
(]
L)
N Partner Choice 1in Cooperative and Compétitive Sport Settings

a

el

5

HMary E. Duquin

University of Pittsburch

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
ECUCATION A'WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

-
R ..~f; N;‘\'

EDUCATION

THIS DCCUMENT HAS BEEMN [REPRO

RN
A
8
N -
0
Q
{

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—C

@

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVEL FROM
- THE PERSON OF ORGS NIZATION ORIGIN-
v ATING IT POINTS Or viEWw Ok OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
TENTORFICIAL NATIONAL WNSTITUTE OF
R EDLIATION POSITION OR POLICY

Running Head: Partner Choice




N
R

"\
N
oy
ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

Partner Choice
2

X
Partner Choice in Cooperative and

Competitive Sport Settings

The recent upsurge in sexually integrated sport settings has generated
new questions for sport psychologists intarested in social comparison
processes. What are the partner preferences of boys and girls in co-~
educaticnal sport classes? Is sex or ability the more salient variable‘
in predicting choice of a comparison other? Do the’rules underlying
partner qelection differ in cooperative versus competitive sport settings?
Interpersonal attraction and social comparison are two areas of research
that are important to review for their predictive value in answering these
questions. ‘

A review of both the sccial comparison and interpersonal attrac- -
tion literature in social psycholoéy indicates that the concept of
similarity is a salient variable in predicting attraction and compar-
ison to others. Research has e§tablished that similarity on such
dimensions of sex {(Bjerstedt, 1958; Kohlberg, 1966), ability {(Zander &
Havelin, 1960; Reagor & Clore, 1970), and personality (Lerner & Becker,

« 1965; Hodges & Byrne, 1972) affect both the attraction and comparison
procé;s. When similarity has not predicted behavior, researchers have
attempted to ciscover the variables affecting comparison to disgimilar others.
In a recent review of the social comparison literature (Suls & Miller, 1977)
researchers have suggested a variety of factors which influence comparison
to both similar and dissimilar othurs.

The péychological notive to assess accurately ones abilities
(Festinger, 1954) is supported by culturai norms in societies where
differential distrlbufién of rewards is made on the basis of comparison
with others. 1In addition to a tendency for comparison to similar ability
o*hers, there exists a norm for comparison to ones same sex reference
group (Zanna, Goethals, & Hill, 1975). Research suggests that ability is
often defined in relative terms dependent on ones reference group (Goethals
& Darley, 1977) anua iF 't ones group can be perceived as having higher or
lo;er ability than other groups (Duquin, 1977), Important questions arise
as to how conflict jn partner selection is resoclved if one must choosc
between comparing to é\ imilar ability, opposite sex.group nember and a

A
s
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dissimilar ability, same sex group member,
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While the similarity hypothegis predicts that males and females

will choose to intereact with members cf their own sex and ability level,

N 1
the factors which may influence the selection of a partner outside ones

sex or ability reference group are quite numerous.

A parti

al

fram Festinger

abilities,

To

as an unstable

explanation of comparison to a higb-. ability other comes
{1934) who posited a unidirectional drive upward to impiove
the extent that an ability can be improved,: it can be viewed

attribute, Although ability is often labeled as a stable
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attribute in academic settings, in research u%ing motor tasks, subjects hLave

viewed ability as changeable. Aﬁsubject'sebelief in the concept of improving

ability whether arising fram a cultural norm or an achicvement oriented

society or a

g

enetically determined human drive, offers one explanation of

comparison to higher ability others (iTheeler, 1966),

Another factor causing upward comparison and association is the motive

to identify with high ability others {Hood, 1973; Latané, 1966; !Miller &

Suls,

1977).

While being a winner is usually the positive result cf a spec

contest, having high ability is more an assessment of an internal state.
-~

Mecte and Smith (1977) suggest a distinction between gvaluating one's per-

form%?ce {winning or losing) and a‘sessing one's relative ability.

Thzy

state:

-

«++.5ubjects are placed in a dilerma with respect to high-

ability, better-performinsg others: to identify and make

their performance lcok bad hut see themselves at a higher

-ability level, or to contrsast and see themselves at a lower

ability level but save their performance from loocking bad.

Subjects should choose the ontion that makes the net com=-

parison feedback nost positive, For example, if seeing

oneself at a higher ability level but as having performed

badly results in a higher positive net gain th~n secing one-

self at a lower ability level in order to render one's

performance a success, then the subijects will identify with

high-ability others rather than see themsnlves as clearly

dissimilar (noncomparable) to then and make performance

comparisons irrelevant. (p. 93}

ific
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Pressure to see oneself as a winner has been discussed in terms of the
motive to validate ones akility, that is, prove to oneself that ore is good
(Festinger, 1954; Latané, 1966}. The pressure to be a winner, especially
when outcomes are publicized, can result in the selection of a lower ability
comparison other in a competitive or threat situation {Braver, 1971; Hak~-
riller, 196G; Wilson & Brenner, 1971) as well as the selection of a higher
ability other in cooperative situations (Arrowood & Friend, 1969; Gruder,
1271). The decision to compete with a lower abllJty other and be an easy
winner, however, is complicated by the knowledge that high social reinforcement

is given for a win against a higher ability other while little if anvy,

. 3ocial reinforcement is given for a win against a distinctly lower ability

other (Uillis & Prieze, in press}). In sex inteqrated sport settings,/
competition or threat as a motive for comparison to dissimilaf—afﬁg;ﬂﬁay
predict that low, as opposed.to high, ability subjects would be more likely
to choose a partner of the opposite -sex. If comparison to a similar other
yields an accurate assessment of ones apilities, then the results of such
-cownarison should be expected to have the greatest affective consequences‘
Thus, 1f .the results cf a comparison are expected to be negative, a dissimilar
other,may be sought Oﬂgﬁxn order to blunt the effect of the negative outcome
Jettee & ?{§k4ng 18 Vi- "lettee & "ilkins, 1972; llorse & Gergen, 1970).

v’
Comparisonr. to dis ‘byrlar others nay, in this sense, be choosing not to

Serinusly comparerf
Yalster and Valster (1973) state, hawever, that subjects are more likely

to pick dissimilar otherc when the thireat of rejection is lessened, Uhen

seif esteem is not threatened, as in a cooperative situation, .dissimilar

others nay be selected, As Miller and Suls (1877) state:

.+ MoOtives other tnan self-evaluation could play an inportant

rvole in affiliation, Thus, for example, the potential re-

wvardingness of the partner cculd plav a role in the in-

dividuals' cventual choice. ith this in mind, the nature

of the affiliative situetion <an be seen as a significant ‘

factor in partner choicus, since potential partnefs coculd

have differcnt degrees of rewardingness in different

f =
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situations. Cooperative versus competitive tasks would

seem & likely example of situations in which the rewarding-

ness of a potential partner might vary. (p. 104-105)

To the extent that a gituation is not competitive, or a person chooses

not to define the situatior. as competitive (Matgens, 1975) , other motives
such as structuring a positive social interaction, are more likely to have
an effect upon the selection process and may result in the selectioﬁ of a
partner outside ones reference group. Cooperative sport situations!may
thus be more likely. to elicit cross-sex partner preference than cémpetitive
sport settings.

The purpose of this study was to test the similarity hypothesis as
applied to partner seiection in a cooperative and competitive sport setting.
The study used similarity on sex and ability as factcrs believed to in-
fluence partner choice in a racquetball game. The author predicted that
in competitive and‘cooperative sport settings same sex partners would be
preferred to opposite sex partners and same ability partners would be
preferred to higher or lower ability partner..

‘lethod

Subjects. Subjects were 242 eleventh and twelveth grade high school
students from a predominantly white, niddle class, suburban cormunity.

R 20 second racquetball wvall volley test was administered to al¥“students.
Subjects stood in a 10' by 206' area facing one wall, On the command "Gc"
subjects served and volleyed the racquetball against the wall until the
cormand "Stop" -vas given. Subjects were told volleys must be made from
behind the tape line located 10' frorm the wall and that only the total
purber of ‘consecutive volieys (with or without a hounce) made within 20
seconds would be counted. Based upon the total group results on the wall
volley test belov aveiage, average and above average noxms were established,
The nomns establikhed were 6, 11 and 1% conseccutive volleys, respectively, :

within thc 20 second time linit, .
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Procedure, Two methodé were devised for measuring the dependent varisbles,
In method one, 133 subjects rated their own racquetball ability as below
average, average or above average. Subjects then saw a video tape of three
males and three females one each of high, average and low ability, tak%ng
the wall volley test. Before each st;mulus person was seen on the .ape the
exper%menter told the subjects how éﬁét person scored on the test (i.e., “This
person scored below average on the wall volley test.™) On a six point scale
goirg from a low of strongly unfavorable teoarkiyh or strengly favorable, sub-
jects vvere first asked cérrate how faverably they would feel about competing
against this Berson in a racquetball game {competitive condition) and then
to rate how favorably they would feel about having this person as a partner
in a racquetball game {cooperative cgndition)} Physical attractiveness of
the taped stimulus persons was not consider#éd to be a factor because all taped
subiects were of average build and filming was done from the side and far
enough away so that faces could.not he perceived clearly.

In method two, a separate group of 109 subjects compieted a questionnaire
which described the six stimulus “persons (e.g., Female averade .bility). As
in method one, subjects rated their own ability then rated on the six point
scale hov favorably they felt about competing against and then cooperating

with eact. of the six stimulus persons.

Results -
The experimental design consisted of a three between three within

analysis of variance, The between vdriables included sex of subject, ability

of subject and method. The within variables were sex of partner, ahility of

partner and cooperative/competitive condition. The data analysis indicated

no main effects, but significant interactions were found and as shown in Table

1, subsequent Scheffé tests indtcated the location of these differences.

ITnsert Table 1 about here
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Sex and A?ili&x. High abilitgiggf?ec;s preferred to compete with partners
of equal ability, while low ability subjects were {found to regard both low
and average abil;ty partners as equally desirable oﬁponents F (4, 460) =
2.64, p <.05, - Average ability females differed from average ability males
in showjngra strong preference to interact with average ability partners,

F (4, 460) = 3.80, p <.0l. Average ability males shoved an equal interest
in competing~and cooperating with an average or high ability partner. The
average ability female grdup was also the only grorn which showed a
preference for a female partner, F (2, 230) = 5.75, p <.01l. Analysis
vevealed .that while males preferred to interact with males, A= 4.12, as
o;posed'to females, X = 3.78, females generally showed equal interest

in male, X = 3.96, and feéale, §:= 3.90 partners. Significant differences
were found in the ratings of same ability male and female partners. Subjects
rated low and average ability females less favorable than low or averagé
ability males, but high ability fenales were rated g@e same as high ability
rales F (2, 469) = 3.63, p <.0l.

Cooperative/Comnetitive Condition and ifethod. The video method, being a

closer approximatioh tora real partner selection process may have had the effact

of making sex of partner a more salient variable in paftner selection. A simple
intereaction between sex of partner and method revealed that the video group
showed a significantly areater preference for interacting with male partners

F (1, 230) = 9.96, p <.0l. Analysis on situation revealed twc significant .
interactions with ability. High ability subjects shoved a higher preference

for competitiocn, X = 4.12, than cooperation, X = 3.79, vhile low ability
subjects prefarred the cooperative condition, i = 3.89, to the competitive

cne, X = 3,53, P (2, 220) = 5.78, p <.0l. Finally,‘as indicated in Table

1, subjects showed a preference to cormpete with rather than cooperate

with low abhility partners, and a preference for coounerating as opposed to

conpeting with, a high ability nartner, F (2, 460) = 19,13, p <I01;

(r
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- . Discussgion
The results of this reseérgh have relevance for those sp&rt
educators who®are attempting tc integrate quft cl;sses and who are
concgrned wvith the interpersonal interactions of'boys and girls playing
together, The results of this study suggest the éxistance of various
motives which operate to influence parther selection in cooperative and
competitive sport conditions., 1In fitting these resuwlts tc the list of
factors, previously established by research, which are believed to affect
the sociﬁl‘comparison nrocess, certain interesting comparisons emerge.
Contrary to research suggeSting the motive to validate ability these o
results suggest that subjects were generally motivated:to improve their .
abilities. Subjects appeared reiﬁtively unconcerned with validating their
apbility because downward comparigons were never preferred to equal or up=-
ward compgtiéons. In a replication of the results of ililler ?nd Suls {1977),
low ability subjeéts were equally willing to compete with low and average
agility others but not with high ability others. One-~step upward comparison
choice in competition mighﬁnalSO be a reflection of the belief that
greater reinforcement results after defeating a higher ability other than
a similar ability other. Upward comparison appears more likely to occur
with males as evidenced by theyfact that mgles but not females of average
ability were willirg to iqteract with high ability partners. The fact that
there exists rore pressure on rales to!pe‘prcficient in sports may
partially expXain this willingness for quard comparative interaction.
Subjects also eviderced an interest in uinniﬁé by preferring com-—
petition to cooperation with a low ability partner and preferriag co~-
operation to competition with a higli ability other. The interest in
wvinning, however, did not override the self-esteen concerns of average
ability females vho vere more willing to cooperake with dveraqé ability
cubjects than hign.ability subjects. TFor these females the fcar of
possibly being tﬂe cause for a 1lmss in a cooperative game with a high

»

abirlity partnar may have overrade the incrrased chances of winning with

i,

that partner,
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The pressure to compare with ones sex reference qroup*seemed to be
more salient for males than for females. Only the average ability female
qroup ehowed a strond“preference to compete exclusively with other females.
Otler female groups generally indicated a willingness to interact with
. bota sexes. Average abkility males showed a strong breference for competing
.with males but did not indicate this preference in the cooperative
Situation.k High ability males preferred to cooperate with G%ger high
ability males but.were equally willing co compete with high ability females
and males, Low abhility subjects appeared to be the most willing to
participate witp both sexes and more than one abjlity group. It nay be?that
this group is the most flexible beceuse they are less affected by any one
’ motivating factor influencing the comparison process. To this group the
motives for improving ability, winning, p051t1ve social interact.on,
1dentif1caeion, ard accurate assessment of ability may all be-weighted more
vevenly than with the average or high ability groups. - : -
For sport psychologists interested in social comparison processes
in sex iﬁtegrdted sport settieqs the results of this'study suggest that' .
although ability of partne' ray be a more saliemnt variable than sex in
influencing partner selection the results also indicate that females of
equal ability are ocften perceived as less capable than their male peers.
Determining these social percepfions and discovering the motives in- o .
fluencing *¥he comparison process increases our undexstanding of coriparison
choices and will hopefully aid teachers in eirucﬁurinq coeducational’ sport
settings which will facilitate both the skill and the social development =

of students,

.
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Table 1

Mean Preference Scores for Partners of Different Ability Levels,

Same Sex, and Opposite Sex as a Function of Subject Sex and Ability

Partner Ability

) Above Average Average Eelow Average
Subject Ability n As Aa Male Female . {lale TFemale liale Female

Competitive Con-dition

Above Average

Male 34 .38 .58 5.26 4,99 4465 4,03 3,26 2,82
Female 8 .91 1,39 5.12 4,88 4,62 00 3,00 1.87
Average .
Maite 48 .32 .48 4,93 4450 3,72 4,06 3,41 2,76
Female 101 .21 .33 3.44 3.58 4el15 1,58 4,01 3,7¢Q
Below Average
Hlale 10 .78 ° 1,19 2,70 3,30 4,32 4,00 4,30 3,60
Female 4 «34 .52 2.80 2.63 3,85 3,92 4.19 3,56
Cooperative Conditicn
Above Avarage . : . . . . . . .
Male 34 .38 .58 5.26 4.67 4.38 3.97 2,05 72,35
Female 8 .91 1.39 5.25 5.00 4.87 3.88 2,38 1,87
Av. age
Male 48 032 .48 4,39 1,62 4,31 3,02 2,95 2,60
Female 101 .21 .13 4.40 1.56 5.01 5497 3.03 2,91
Jelow Average
Male 10 .78 1.13 3,90 i, 3C 4440 <430 4,50 3,70
Female i 41 o 34 52 3439 He53 1463 Geal 2,94 2.63

Note. As is the interval estimate for the mean usel for determining differences on sex at p <,05,
8a is the intarval estimate for the mean usci for determining differences on ability levels
A at p <.05,
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